REMARKS 

Claim 2 has been amended to correct the informality noted by the Examiner. 

Claims 1-6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over 
Koppelkamm U.S. 6,408,747 in view of Raabe U.S. 1,442,178. Reconsideration and withdrawal of 
this rejection are requested for the reasons following. 

Koppelkamm discloses an offset printing arrangement having a pair of forme 
cylinders 1, 2 and a pair of transfer cylinders 3, 4. Each forme cylinder carries four printing plates 
and is four upright broadsheet pages in width. Each transfer cylinder has two blankets held by two 
respective clamping channels whose angular spacing is not mentioned. This is very similar to the 
prior art described at page 1 of applicants' specification, but for being a 4/1 machine rather than a 
4/2 machine. The former carries a single printing plate in the circumferential direction; the latter 
carries two. 

The Examiner states that the transfer cylinder is six upright broad sheet pages in 
width, citing column 9, lines 31-36. This passage states that a double printing unit may be used to 
produce 6, 4 or 2 printing pages, but this refers to printing both sides of a broadsheet format using a 
width of 3, 2, or 1 broadsheet pages. A double printing unit having cylinders six broadsheet pages 
in width could be used to produce twelve printed pages. There is no suggestion whatsoever to use 
either a forme cylinder or a transfer cylinder which is six upright broadsheet pages in width, and 
therefore no suggestion to use three rubber blankets or to clamp three rubber blankets in clamping 
channels offset by 120°. 

Raabe discloses a printing cylinder A carrying three pairs of printing plates on a 
cylinder which is three plates wide; each pair of plates is separated by a pair of margin spaces. Each 
printing cylinder cooperates with an impression cylinder B which carries three pairs of blankets; 


each pair of blankets is also separated by a pair of margin spaces. No two margin spaces are in line 
across either cylinder, and only one margin space on cylinder A can come into alignment with a 
margin space on cylinder B. While the plates and the blankets may be staggered at 120°, this is not 
essential. 

There is no indication that Raabe relates to an offset printing arrangement having a 
transfer cylinder. On the contrary, the cylinder B is only referred to as an impression cylinder, and 
there is no suggestion of a double printing arrangement. Likewise, there is no suggestion that the 
cylinders are six broadsheet pages in width. 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the prior art must teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations. See MPEP § 2142 and the citations therein. Since neither 
Koppelkamm nor Raabe discloses or suggests a transfer cylinder which is six upright broadsheet 
pages in width, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness of claim 1, 
and the rejection thereof should be withdrawn. 

Newly submitted claim 8 defines still further over the prior art by reciting that each 
rubber blanket extends substantially completely around the transfer cylinder, and is held by only one 
clamping channel. Koppelkamm does not suggest this feature in combination with three blankets 
held by channels spaced 120° apart. Raabe does not suggest this feature at all, and only discloses 
the use of blankets with an impression cylinder. 


The claims being definite and patentable over the art of record, withdrawal of the 
rejections and early allowance are solicited. If any objections remain, a call to the undersigned is 
requested. 
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